REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



1. Summary of the Office Action 

Claims 1-5, 12-14, 20-22, and 27-28 stand rejected under § 102(e) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 6,433,685 (hereinafter "Struble"). 

Claims 6 and 15 stand rejected under § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Struble, claims 7, 16, 23, and 29 as being unpatentable over Struble in view of US 2002/0174025 
Al (hereinafter "Hind"), and claims 8-11,17-19, 24-26, and 30-34 as being unpatentable further 
in view of US 2002/0054412 Al (hereinafter "Keller). 

2. Response to § 102 Rejections 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection for the reasons set out below, and ask the 
Examiner for reconsideration. 

To anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element of the claim. "A claim is 
anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or 
inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of 
California , 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 

Claim 1, as amended, includes the limitation wherein the range sensing is "independent 
of the wireless communication." 

Struble discloses a system and method for locating lost or stolen articles. A security 
server maintains a lost article registry comprising identification information that identifies lost or 
stolen articles... The security server is coupled to detectors which are located at various locations, 
such as, by way of example, shopping malls, merchant establishments, gas stations, airports, toll 
booths, etc. The detectors transmit a request for article identification to the articles that are within 
range of receiving the transmission. The articles are each equipped with a short-range 
transceiver and a unique identification. An owner of an article equipped with such a transceiver 
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may register the article with the security server and, if lost or stolen, may report the article as lost 
or stolen. The transceiver in the article receives the request for identification transmitted by 
a detector that is within range and transmits the article identification information to the 
requesting detector. The detector then communicates with the security server to determine if the 
particular article has been reported lost or stolen by its owner" (see col. 1, In. 66 - col. 2, In. 29). 

The "range" referred to in Struble is the wireless transmission range of the transceiver. 
For example, Struble states that "[t]he detector "detects" the article that is within its transmitting 
range" (see col. 4, Ins 12- 14). Struble does not disclose or even suggest the limitation wherein the 
range sensing is " independent of the wireless communication ." 

In view of the above, it is submitted that claim 1 of the present invention is allowable. As 
claims 2-11 depend on claim 1, they are also allowable. 

Claims 12 and 20 also include the limitation wherein the range sensing is " independent of 
the wireless communication. " In view of the above, it is submitted that claims 12 and 20 are also 
allowable. As claims 13-19 and 21-26 depend on claims 12 and 20 respectively, they are also 
allowable. 

Claim 27 includes the limitation wherein the range sensing is " independent of the 
wireless communication. " In view of the above, it is submitted that claim 27 is also allowable. 
As claims 28-34 depend on claim 27, they are also allowable. 

3. Response to § 103 Rejections 

Claims 6 and 15 stand rejected under § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Struble, claims 7, 16, 23, and 29 as allegedly being unpatentable over over Struble in view of 
US 2002/0174025 Al (hereinafter "Hind"), and claims 8-11, 17-19, 24-26, and 30-34 as 
allegedly being unpatentable further in view of US 2002/0054412 Al (hereinafter "Keller). 
However, these claims are dependent upon claims 1,12, 20, and 27 that are submitted to be 
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allowable in view of the remarks set out above. Accordingly, claims 6 and 15, 7, 16, 23, and 29 
are also allowable. 

Having tendered the above remarks and amended the claims as indicated herein, 
Applicants respectfully submit that all rejections have been addressed and that the claims are 
now in a condition for allowance, which is earnestly solicited. 

It should furthermore be noted that the above amendments to the claims have not been 
made within view to overcoming any prior art of which the Applicants are aware, or that has 
been cited in the present Office Action. The above amendments have been made with a view to 
clarify the claims. 

If there are any additional charges, please charge Deposit Account No. 02-2666. If a 
telephone interview would in any way expedite the prosecution of the present application, the 
Examiner is invited to contact Andre Marais at (408) 947-8200 ext. 204. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman LLP 
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